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REMARKS 

This Amendment is responsive to the Office Action mailed July 28, 2003. In this 
Amendment, Applicants have amended claims 25, 27 and .35. Claims 1-24 were previously 
canceled. Claims 25-43 are pending. 

In the Office Action, the Examiner rejected claims 25-43 under the judicially created 
doctrine of obviousness-type double patenting as being unpatentable over claims 1-20 of U.S. 
Patent 6,365,061. Submitted herewith is a Terminal Disclaimer to obviate the double-patenting 
rejection. Applicants respectfully request withdrawal of the double-patenting rejection in view of 
the attached Terminal Disclaimer. 

The Examiner also rejected claims 25-29 and 35-38 under 35 U. S.C. 102(b) as being 
anticipated by JP-408180351 Ato Seo et al (hereafter Seo); rejected claims 25-28 and 35-37 
under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by U.S. Patent 5,121,371 to Farnsworth (hereafter 
Famsworth); and rejected claims 30-34 and 39-43 under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Famsworth in view of U.S. Patent 5,793,480 to Lacey et al. (hereafter Lacey). 

Applicants respectfully traverse the rejections to the extent such rejections may be 
considered applicable to the amended claims. The applied references fail to disclose or suggest 
the inventions defined by Applicants' claims, and provide no teaching that would have suggested 
the desirability of modification to arrive at the claimed invention. In particular, the applied 
references, either alone or in combination, fail to disclose a number of features recited in 
Applicants* claims, as outlined in greater detail below. For at least these reasons, the rejections 
are improper and should be withdrawn. 

As a preliminary observation, Applicants note that all pending claims recite methods of 
forming a servo pattern on magnetic data storage tape. Applicants can find nothing in any of the 
applied references that discloses or suggests that the techniques of such prior art references could 
be applied to magnetic data storage tape. Instead, all of the applied references seem to be 
concerned only with disk-shaped media. For this reason alone, all pending rejections are improper 
and should be withdrawn. 

Moreover, all pending claims further recite separating a source beam into two or more 
beams and directing the two or more beams onto a surface of the magnetic data storage tape to 
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write at least two servo tracks in the servo pattern simultaneously on the surface of the magnetic 
data storage tape. Nothing in the applied references discloses or suggests these features. 

For example, Seo describes a process in which a laser beam is separated and then directed 
onto opposing sides of a disk-shaped medium. Seo clearly does not disclose or suggest directing 
the two or more beams onto a surface of the medium, i.e., a common surface, much less directing 
the two or more beams onto the surface of the magnetic data storage tape to simultaneously 
write at least two servo tracks in the servo pattern. 

Paragraph 18 of Seo makes it clear that Seo is not directing two or more beams onto a 
surface of the medium, as recited in Applicants' claims. In particular, paragraph 18 of Seo plainly 
states: "In this invention, a minute salient can be simultaneously formed not only in the front face 
of a magnetic-disk substrate but in a rear face." 

Clearly, Seo does not contemplate directing the two or more beams onto a surface of 
magnetic tape, but rather Seo is concerned with directing beams onto opposing sides of a disk. 
Moreover, Seo provides absolutely no suggestion of the simultaneous creation of two servo 
tracks on one surface of magnetic tape. For these additional reasons, the rejection of Applicants* 
claims based on Seo arc dearly improper and should be withdrawn. 

Farnsworth also does not disclose or suggest directing two or more beams onto a surface 
of the magnetic data storage tape to simultaneously write at least two servo tracks in the servo 
pattern on the surface of the magnetic data storagetape, as recited in Applicants' claims. Quite 
the contrary, Farnsworth describes a process of splitting a laser beam and then causing the two 
beams to interfere on a disk. 

The passage of Farnsworth cited by the Examiner, in particular, does not describe the 
siimutaneous writing of two servo tracks. The passage cited by the Examiner reads as Mows: 

Referring to FIG. 3, a low power 780 nm laser diode 27 emits coherent light which is 
gathered by the collecting lens 29. An aperture plate 31 has two slits producing two 
crossed beams of coherent light A prism 33 splits the laser beam in the direction 
orthogonalto the two interfering beams. Prism 33 covers half of the light passing through 
each slit. Pmm 33 rotates half of the beam slightly so that two interface patterns 

the disk 10. Column 3, lines 55-66 (emphasis added). 

i 

Clearly, this cited passage describes a process in which two beams interfere on a disk, and not a 
process in which two beams simultaneously write two servo tracks on a tape medium, as recited 
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in Applicants' claims. For these additional reasons,! the rejections of Applicants' claims based on 
Farnsworth are clearly improper and should be withdrawn. 

Lacey provides absolutely no teaching that would remedy the deficiencies of Seo or 
Farnworth with respect to Applicants' claims. Lacey describes a combined interferometer/ 
ellipsometer for measuring small spacings. As far as Applicants can discern, Lacey makes no 
mention of servo patterns whatsoever, much less a specific process for creating servo patterns in 
magnetic tape, as recited in Applicants' claims. The relevance of Lacey to the current application 
is dubious at best. 

Independent claim 35 and dependent claim 27 further recite directing the beams onto a 
substrate surface of a magnetic data storage tape to write at least two servo tracks simultaneously 
on the substrate surface of the magnetic data storage tape. This feature is also not disclosed or 
suggested in the applied references. Moreover, thefcxaminer failed to even address this feature. 
Claims 35 and 27 should be allowed for this additional reison, i.e., because the applied references 
fidl to disclose or suggest directing two or more beams onto a substrate surface to simultaneously 
write at least two servo tracks on the substrate surface. 

For at least the reasons set forth above, claims 25^43 are in condition for allowance 
Applicants iqnoway acquiesce to any of the Examiner's characterizations of the applied 
references with respect to the features recited in Applicants' claims. Applicants respectfully 
request reconsideration and prompt allowance of all pending claims for at least the reasons set 
forth above. 

Please charge the Terminal Disclaimer Fee and any additional fees or credit any 
overpayment to Deposit Account Number 09-0069! The Examiner is invited to telephone the 
below-signed attorney to discuss this application. , 



Date: 



P>/3 . "?..^.....Q /C/ ' 



IMATION, Corp. Name: EricD. Levinwn 
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Attachment: Terminal Disclaimer 1 
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